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6) [g] Claim(s) 1-24 is/are rejected. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-2 and 6-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Pentel 
(USPN 5969968). 

Re claims 1-2, 6-7 and 10: Pentel teaches a system for fulfilling services orders onboard a 
transport vehicle, the system comprising: (a) a plurality of computers that include an onboard 
computer transported with the vehicle, and an external computer not transported with the vehicle; 
(b) software installed on the onboard computer, the onboard computer software being operable 
on the onboard computer for causing the onboard computer to perform tasks including: i) 
obtaining service information from the external computer via communication with the external 
vehicle computer if a communication pathway to the external vehicle computer is open; and ii) 
providing access to service information by vehicle personnel for fulfillment of the service orders; 
and (c) software installed on the external computer, the external computer software being 
operable on the external vehicle computer for causing the external computer to perform tasks 
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including: i) acquiring information to determine the available services provided on the transport 
vehicle; and ii) managing the delivery of services to the transport vehicle; and iii) making service 
information obtainable by the onboard computer (col. 1, lines 47-col. 2, lines 38; Figs 1 and 2). 

Re claims 8: Pentel teaches the step wherein the electronic devices include passenger supplied 
personal information processing apparatus carried on by passengers (col. 3, lines 54-55). 

Re claims 9 and 1 1 : Pentel teaches the step wherein the connections comprise wireless 
communication between the electronic devices and the onboard computer (col. 37-39). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousnes§. 
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103(a) as being unpatentable over Pentel in view 



Re claims 3-4: Pentel does not explicitly teach the step wherein the logic routines associate a seat 
location with each service order; accepting service orders prior to boarding and associates each 
service order with a vehicle departure and makes the information obtainable by the onboard 
computer. Kurland teaches teach the step wherein the logic routines associate a seat location with 
each service order (Col. 8, lines 16-45); accepting service orders prior to boarding and associates 
each service order with a vehicle departure and makes the information obtainable by the onboard 
computer. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include this step in Pentel. One would have been motivated to do this in order to 
direct services to appropriate seat. 

Claim 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pentel in view of 
Ogasawara (USPN 6123259). 

Re claim 5: Pentel does not explicitly teach the step wherein the external computer software is 
further operable on the external computer for analyzing at least one of historical service order 
information and currently entered service order information, and based on the analysis 
recommends vehicle inventory, and associates each current service order with a vehicle 
departure and makes the information obtainable by the onboard computer. Ogasawara teaches 
the step wherein the external computer software is further operable on the external computer for 
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analyzing at least one of historical service order information and currently entered service order 
information, and based on the analysis recommends vehicle inventory, and associates each 
current service order with a vehicle departure and makes the information obtainable by the 
onboard computer (Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to include this step in Pentel. One would have been motivated to do this in 
order to recommend replenishment item list. 

Claims 12 and Bare rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pentel in 
view of Berry et al (USPN 53 1 1 302) (Berry). 

Re claims 12 and 13: Pentel does not explicitly teach the step wherein the handheld or onboard 
computers include hardware and software enabling reading of cards for facilitation of onboard 
cash-less transactions. Berry teaches the step wherein the handheld or onboard computers 
include hardware and software enabling reading of cards for facilitation of onboard cash-less 
transactions (Abstract). ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to include this step in Pentel. One would have been motivated to do this in 
order to allow flexible form of payment. 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pentel of Berry 
and further in view of Kurland. 



Re claim 14: See claim 4 analysis, supra. 
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Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pentel in view of 
Berry and further in view of Lunberg et al (EP 0890907A1). 

Re claim 15: Pentel does not explicitly teach the step wherein if a service order includes a 
request for Internet access, the onboard computer provides Internet access to a connection at a 
passenger seat location corresponding to the service order, by making use of said communication 
route. Lunberg teaches teach the step wherein if a service order includes a request for Internet 
access, the onboard computer provides Internet access to a connection at a passenger seat 
location corresponding to the service order, by making use of said communication route. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Pentel to include this step. One would have been motivated to do this in order to provide internet 
access to passengers while onboard. 

Claims 16-20 and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pentel in view of Kurland and further in view of Ehret et al (USPN 5006985) (Ehret). 

Re claims 16 and 17: Pentel and Kurland teaches the limitations of claims 16 and 17 
except the step of accessing database information pertaining to vehicle departure and destination. 
Ehret teaches the step of accessing database information pertaining to vehicle departure and 
destination (col. 35, lines 8-11). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time of the invention to modify Pentel to include this step. One would have been motivated to 
do this in order to access passenger itinerary. 

Re claims 18 and 19: Pentel does not explicitly teach the step wherein the other computers 
include kiosks at terminal areas and computer connected to the Internet. Official notice is hereby 
taken that it is old and well known to have kiosks at terminal areas and computers connected to 
the Internet. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Pentel to include these features in order to make the computers more 
accessible and with Internet connectivity. 

Re claim 20: See claim 4 analysis, supra. 

Re claims 22 and 24; See claim 1 analysis, supra. 

Re claim 23: See claims 2 and 6 analyses, supra. 

Claims 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pentel in view 
of Kurland and further in view of Ehret and further in view of Ogasawara. 

Re claim 21: See claim 5 analysis, supra 21. 



Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Jerome (USPN 6177887) teaches a multi-passenger vehicle and entertainment 
system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Olabode Akintola whose telephone number is 571-272-3629. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30AM -5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alexander Kalinowski can be reached on 571-272-6771. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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